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I
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COMPLAINANT: Charles R. Grice, Jr.

RESPONDENTS: Kenneth R. Buck
Buck for Colerats and Kennsth Salazar, in his
official capacity as treasurer
Perry Buck
Hensel Phelps Conatmction
Cache Bank and Trust
Jerry
Americans for Job Security
Campaign for Liberty
Declaration Alliance

RELEVANTSTATUTES. . "  2USCERMIGDA "

AND REGULATIONS: .~ 2US.C. § #41a(h) e -
2US.C. § 441b
2USC. § 44lc
11CFR §10920 -

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED:  Disclosure Reports

AGENCIES CHECKED: Internal Revenue Service

L  INTROINCTION

This matter involvns Kenneth R. Buck, the 2010 i{epulﬁicmcmdhhtefnr Senate in
Colorado. The complaint alleges a variety of violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (“the Act”), primarily that Buck and Buck for Colorado and Kenneth Salazar,

in his official capacity as treasurer (“the Committee”), accepted excessive in-kind contributions




11044284335

11

12

13

14

MUR 6296
First General Counsel’s Report
Page 2 of 14

in the form of coordinated advertisements disseminated by several incorporated advocacy
groups, and that a bank made an excessive contribution to Buck, which he then improperly
loaned to the Committee. The complaint also alleges that Hensel Phelps Construction Co. and its
chairman Jerry Morgensen made prohibited and/or excessive contributions to Buck. As set forth
below, the facts alleged do not satisfy the requirements to find coordinated advertisemeats, an
excuessive bank loan, an improper cundidate losm, or excessive or prohibited contributions.
Thrensfizoe, we sezomsumd that the Comiasion: (1) fizsl no reasnn to betieve that Kenrscts R.
Buck and Buck for Colorado and Kenncth Salazar, in his official capacity as treasurer, vialated

2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(f) or 4411 by accepting excessive er prohibited corporate contributions;

(2) find no reason to believe that Perry Buck and Jerry Morgensen violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441a(a)(1)A) by making excessive contributions; (3) find no reason to believe that Hensel
Phelps Construction Co. violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441c by making prohibited corporate and
federal contractor contributions; (4) find no reason to believe that Cache Bank and Trust violat_ed
2U.S.C. §§ 441a or 441b by making an excessive or prohibited corporate contribution; and (5)
find no reasan to believe that Americans for Job Security, Campaign for Liberty, and Declaration

16

17

* Alliance violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by making prohibited cotpasate coritributians in the form of

coordinated eommusieations,! We also recommend tliet the Commissian clase the file.

! Complainant has requested that his complaint be withdrawn. See Letter from Charles R. Grice, Jr., to Jeff Jordan,
dated August 30, 2010. The Commission, however, is empowered to review a complaint properly filed with it and
to take action that it deems appropriate under the Act. 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1) and 11 CF.R. § 111.4. A requestto
withdraw a complaint will not prevent the Commission from taking appropriate action under the Act. See Letter
from CELA to Mr. Grice, dated September 21, 2010. See also MUR 6250 (Hastert), FGCR, atn.1.
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IL. FACTS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A.  Coordination

1. Factual Blackgmund

Kenneth R. Buck is the Republican nominee for Senate in Colorado. His authorized
committee is respondent Buck for Colorado and Kenncth Salazar, in his official capacity as
treasarer (“Buck Conunittee” or the “Committee”). The complaint end supplemental complaint
allege that around Mamh 2009 or in the first half af 2689, Buck beld intorviaws with prospaotive
campaign consultants. Camplaint at 3, Supplementad Comﬁnint at 2. Tha compiaint asserts st
Buck was accompanied by Jerry Mnrgensen, the chairman of the board of Hensel Phelps
Construction Co. (“Hensel Phelps”) and a friend of Buck’s. Hensel Phelps is a Greeley,
Colorado, based construction company and federal government contractor. The complaint
alleges that Buck informed the prospective consultants that Morgensen would contribute or
spend up to or invest $1 million or more on Buck’s campaign, “presumably as an independent
expenditure.” Complaint at 3, Supplemental Complaint at 2. Further, the complaint maintains

17

18

19

in connection with Buck'’s campaign. Complaint at 3. The supplemental comiplaint alleges that
thereafter, pumaiant to Iuck’s instrictions, at lemst $1 miliian has bean contributed by Hengul
Phelps employeas and/on Morgonssn and “funmelled” by Morgenzen and/or Hansnd Phelps and
other individuals to three 501(c) non-profit corporations: Americans for Job Security (“AJS™),

. that Morgensen confirmed at the interviews that he was planning to “invest” $1 million ormore

bt a cmae
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Campaign for Liberty (“CFL"), and Declaration Alliance (“DA").2 Supplemental Complaint at
2; see also Complaint at 3. In support of its allegations about Buck and Morgensen’s
relationship, the Supplemental Complaint cites to a news article stating that landline and cell
phone records from Buck’s office at the Weld County District Attorney’s Office reflected dozens
of calls placed to Hensel Phelps Construction headquarters in Greeley in March, April and May
2009. Supplemrental Complaint at 2.

The complaic and ks supplement further allege that the funds were then used by these
organizations to disseminate aivertizomuents supportisg Butk and oppozing other candidates. Z.
Specifically, the complaint alleges that starting in January 2010, the respoadent 501(c)
organizations began to disseminate the following advertising in Colorado regarding the Senate
election. Specifically:

e In January 2010, CFL aired a television ad attacking one of Buck’s primary opponents

that reportedly cost $329,000. Complaint at 3, Complaint Exh. J.

e In February and March 2010, DA spent approximately $158,000 on a television ad

. .attacking one of Buck’s primary opponents. Id., Complaint Exh. L

17

18

19

o In April 2010, AJS began disseminating television ads and literature promotitg Buck
that cost at least $294,000. Id., Complaint Exch, L.
The complaint arguns theat these arganizations peid for the advertisemants with
“excessive” contributions from Buck supparters who had already reached the individual

contribution limit with direct contributions to Buck’s campaign. Complaint at 3-4. The

? The nomplaint and supplemerasl eomplaint aino mettion the involvemei® of Jonathan Hainliag in the alleged
effort to direct Buck supporters to make contributions to the respondent non-profit groups. The complaint, however,
stated that Hotaling was an employee or agent of respondent Declaration Alliance, and thus Hotaling was never
individually notified of the complaint or suppiemental somplaint. We subzeguently learned that Hotaling is not
affiliated with DA. However, because the allegations regarding Hotaling were made in connection with Declaration
Alliance, and there were few and vague facts alleged about him specifically, we did not notify him separately. The
supplemental complaint also makes an unrelated assertion that Hotaling and his company Liberty Service
Corporation were involved in an effort to disqualify Buck’s opponent, Jane Norton, from the primary election ballot.
We do not address this issue as it does not allege or implicate any potential violation of the Act.

et — o el b st . e e
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complaint alleges that Morgensen and/or Hensel Phelps funnelled these “contributions” from
Buck supporters to the groups, “mtendmg to benefit Buck.” Complaint at 3. The complaint
further alleges “upon information and belief” that Buck advised Morgensen and/or other
contributors to make “excessive contributions” to these organizations. Jd The complaint argues
that Hensel Phelps’ effort to “funnel” contributions to AJS, CFL and DA resulted in illegal
coordination, exoessive in-kind contributions, and prohibited corporate and government

In further mupport of its coordination allegations, the complaint cites to an April 13, 2010,
article in which Buck’s campaign consuitant, Walter Klein, said that AJS had “taken more than
$300,000 in [television] ads out to support Buck,” and that the ads would start running “this
week through April 23.” Complaint at 3-4. The complaint states that Klein’s advance
knowledge about the advertisements demonstrates an “improper coordinated expenditure by
AJS."” Id. at4.

Buck and the Committee respond that the complaint makes many conclusory allegations
~but contains no facts... Specifically, Buck and the Committes respond in affidavits that “they

16

17

18

19

20

21

have not cooperated with, consulted with, acted irr conoert with, requested, or suggested that "

Declazaiion Aliiimre, Campaign for Liberty, Anmnicans for Job Seaurity or Hensel Phelps
Construstian; or aay of their employees, officers, drectms, or sgents make any public
communications supporting Buck’s candidacy.” Buck and Buck Committee Response,
Affidavits of Walter Klein, § 2, Buck, § 2, Perry Buck, § 2, and Kenneth Salazar, §2.3

AJS states that its “issue advocacy” communications were made without any cooperation,

consultation or concert with or at request or suggestion of Buck, his agents, his campaign or its

3 In a news article cogaeding tim campeign consulta itoerviows described in thie comgdaint, Buui stated thse be is
‘‘very certain that there was no conversation about an independent expenditure in that meeting. The whole
conversation had to do with the campaign.” Allison Sherry, Denver Post, “S01¢’s [sic] make presence known in
big-dollar ads for Ken Buck,” July 18, 2010.

—
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agents, or any political party committee or its agents. Affidavit of President Steven DeMaura at
1-2, see also Affidavit of Amber Blondin at 1. Specifically, no one at the campaign was
involved in decisions regarding which media outlet to use, or the timing, frequency, size or
prominence of the communication, and AJS did not communicate with Buck or agents about the
communications at issue at all. AJS Response at 2-3. Further, AJS argues that the materials do
not republish any eampaign information and the verdor was vetted to ensure that therc were ao
common vendors between AJS ared a party or canepaign committee in a particuler siate or
market. DeMawu Affidavit at 1. .

Regarding the Buck campaign manager's press statement that AJS would be running ads
in support of Buck and the ads “should start running” in the near future, AJS responds that its ads
were sent to television stations four days before Klein made the statement. AJS Response at 1-2,
Blondin Affidavit. AJS states that information about the ad was available to anyone who asked
the station for it. AJS Response at 2-3. Further, all information in the ad was gathered from
publicly available sources. DeMaura Affidavit at 1.

.. DA responds that. it has not. communicated directly or indirectly with anyone at the Buck

16

17

18

19

21

23

campaign at any time. DA Response, § 1. According to DA, its ads were developed ™"~~~ "

independently, aml DA obtained information for them friom publioly avnilsble sources. Id.,
1Y 2, 3. DA also maintains tkat there is no common vendor betwean DA and any campaign, and
media buys are public record and can be known by anyone contacting stations. /d., 1Y 5, 6. DA
also states that its ads are not electioneering communications, and do not advocate supporting or
rejecting any candidate. Id., § 2.

CFL states that it ran an issue ad, which complimented Buck for completing a survey
form sent to all Colorado candidates, with no involvement of anyone mertioned in the complaint.

CFL Response, Affidavit of President John Tate, §§ 4, 6. CFL also maintains that it did not

—m— g
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communicate with the Buck campaign or anyone known to be associated with it prior to running
the ad, and it created, produced, and ran the ad independent of any candidate or political party.
Id,fé6.

In response to the allegation that he or i-[ensel Phelps funneled money from Buck
supporters to the groups above, Morgensen attests that he is not the CEO of Hensel Phelps or a
member of Buck’s Knance or fundrisiny committee 2 alleged by the complainant. Herrsel
Phelps ad Morgensen Responce, Morgenson Affidavit, 9 1, 3. Muorgemsen states thet he
attendsd ons meeting in Marck 2009 with Buck aad a prospective campaign consulitant, but he
“did not make a statement or imply in any way that [he] would invest one million dollars or more
in Mr. Buck’s Senate campaign at this meeting or during any other meeting or conversation.”
Id, §5. Morgensen further states that his contributions to Buck have been within campaign
contribution limits, and that Buck never advised him “to make contributions in excess of federal
limits.” /d., Y16, 7. He also attests that he has not been involved in any financial transaction

with DA and CFL. Id,, 11 8,9. Asto AJS, he attests that he does not know how much money

16

17

13

19

20

21
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2. Analysis

feememe baan e vmii 8 emmeds afiEm @M M mmet s e seme  samer mees 8

The complaint alleges that many Hensel Phelps employees, Morgensen, and/or other
Buck supporters made contributiozs to Ken Buck’s campaign up to permissible limits then made
“excessive” donations to AJS, CFL and DA so that these groups could produce and disseminate
advertisements in support of Buck, or attacking his opponents. The complaint suggests that
Buck and his committee engaged in coordinated activity with Morgensen to accomplish this
plan. Based on the available information, it does not appear that Hensel Phelps and Morgensen

made excessive contributions to Buck and the Committee.
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Under the Act, no person may make a contribution, including an in-kind contribution, to
a candidate and his authorized political committee with respect to any election for Federal office
which, in the aggregate, exceeds $2,400. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A); see 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(a)(i),
11 CFR. § 100.52(d)(1). Moreover, corporations and government contractors are prohibited
from making any federal political contributions. 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441c.

There is no information indicating that Hensel Phelps, a corporation, made any political

contribution tn Buek or the Cotamittee. Further, Morgeneen attesis, end doiclosure reports

_confirm, that his contributions to Buck are within the individuat cantribution limits. Therefore,

we recommend that the Commission find no reason to believe that Hensel Phelps Construction
bo. violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b or 441c by making prohibited corporate contributions or
contributions by a government contractor. We also recommend that the Commission find no
reason to believe that Jerry Morgensen violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A) by making excessive
contributions.

The remaining issue is whether the advertisements paid for by the 501(c) corpomtion; -

AJS, CFL, and DA - were independent expenditures, or were coordinated with Buck and

19

20

21

thereby, resulted in pronibited contributions. The Act defines m-kind contributions as, iler alia; =
expenditures by any person “in coupamtion, consultation, 3r concen, with, er it the request or
suggestion of, a anndidate, his autitorized political committees, or their agents .. . .” 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(7)(B)(i). The Commission’s regulations provide a tilree-prong test to determine
whether a communication is coardinated. All three prongs of the test must be satisfied to support
a conclusion that coordinated communication occurred. See 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(a).

The first prong of the test provides that the communication must be paid for by a person
other than the Federal candidate, the candidate’s authorized committee, political party

committee, or any agent of the foregoing. 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(a)(1). For purposes of a
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coordination analysis, “agent” is defined as, “any person who has actual authority, either express
or implied, to engage in [certain activities set forth below, inter alia].” 11 C.F.R. § 109.3(a).
Here, the payment prong is met as AJS, CFL, and DA paid for the advertisements at issue. The
content prong need not be decided because the conduct prong does not appear to be satisfied.*
The conduct prong of the coordination test requires that the puaities have engaged in

conduct that meets ay of the following standards: (1) the comnmmnieation is ereated, produced or
disiiixted at the rejuest or muggestion nr assent of m canididate, his ausasvized committee, e an
agent af the foregoing; (2) the candidate, authorizod cammittoe, or agent is meterially invelved
in decisions regarding the content, intended audience, means or mode of communication;
(3) there is substantial discussion about the communication between the person paying for the
communication and the candidate, the authorized committee, or an agent; (4) the person paying
for the communication and the campaign share common vendors; or (5) the communication is
paid for by a person or by the employer of a person who was an employee or independent
contractor of the candidate or bandidate’s'committee. 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d)(2)-(5).

.. The complaint’s allegations regarting CFL, DA and AJS fail to satisfy the comduct

17

19

21

prung. At mow, the complaint afieges that “upen information and beliel” Buck snd/or "

Morgensen infvmad Bugk suppraters to maie donstions to these gioups. Burk aitests that ise
has nat cooperatod with, consulted with, acted in concert with, requested, or suggested that these
groups or any of their employm, officess, directors, or agents make any public communication
supporting his candidacy. Buck Affidavit, § 2. In addition, AJS, CFL and DA specifically state
that they did not communicate with Buck or anyone from his campaign regarding the ads.

4 The content standard requires that the communication be either an electioneering communication, a public
‘communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials, a public communication that
exgrmsuly ddvoonxs, ar a pablic conmmunication that refiers te ¢ Senats candidste in the ndevant jurisdistion 90 days
or fewer before the election. 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(c). It appears that the ads in this case were disseminated more than
90 days before the August 10, 2010, Colorado primary election; thus, the only relevant content standard would be an
express advocacy public communication,
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AJS also sufficiently rebuts the only specific fact alleged in the complaint, namely that
there must have been coordination because Buck’s campaign consultant Walter Klein knew that
AJS would be running a pro-Buck ad in the near future. AJS states that the ad was sent to the
television station four days earlier, at which point it became available to anyone who inquired.
Thus, the campaign’s advance knowledge of the advertisement does not sufficiently establish the
conduct required to find coordinution.

Given the camplaint’s lack of fasts regarding Buck’s conduct, Buck’s response that he
was not inveived with the communications at issue, and AJS’s, CFL’s arnd DA’s specific,
definitive respanses that they had no contact with Buck, his Cammittee or anyone known to be
associated with Buck, there is not enough information to find that the advertisements were
coordinated.

Moreover, in order to find coordination based on Morgensen'’s actions, the facts alleged
would need to establish that Morgensen was Buck’s or the Committee’s agent. The complaint
does not allege any facts to suggest that Morgensen was acting as the agent of either. Morgensen
states that he has never been a member of the finance or fundraising committee of Buck’s

16

17

19

20

21

Committee, as alleged in the complaint. Further, cther-aveilable information doés not indicate
that Mixgensea had a mole in Kimck’s cxmpaign. Tho pomjtidinant citey a few flicts tyinmg
Morgensen ¢0 Buck — tha 2009 meeting or meetings with praspective campaign consuitmats and
phone calls in 2009 — but these facts are not adequate to establish that Morgensen had authority
to act or was acting on behalf of Buck or the Committee regarding advertisements disseminated
in 2010, nearly a year later. Thus, Morgensen’s actions, if any, appear to be independent of
Buck and are not relevant to a coordination analysis.

As to AJS, Morgensen’s and AJS’s affidavits leave open the possibility that Morgensen
communicated with AJS about Buck and solicited or contributed money to AJS perhaps for the
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purpose of disseminating advertising to support Buck. This would not violate the Act, however,
unless Morgensen was Buck's agent or the Committee’s agent. Once again, the available
information indicates that Morgensen’s actions, if any, were independent.

In sum, even if Morgensen solicited donations to the 501(c) corporations so that they
would disseminate pro-Buck materials, there would not be a reason to believe the Act had been
violated absent allegations or mfonnahon connecting Morgensen to Buck or the Committee. The
complaint and supplerental domplaiat, however, 6o mit aliege suffinient fis indicaiing that
Morgensen was an agent of Buek’s or even worled on his campmign; thus, them is no
information tying Buck and his Committee to the communications disseminated by DA, CFL,
and AJS.

Therefore, we recommend that the Commission find no reason to believe that Americans
for Job Security, Campaign for Liberty, or Declaration Alliance violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by
making prohibited in-kind corporate contributions in the form of coordinated communications,

and no reason to believe that Kenneth R. Buck and Buck for Colorado and Kenneth Salazar, in

.. his aofficial capacity as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by accepting prohibited corporate in-

17
18
19
20

21

kird contribations in the form of coordinated communications.
B. Candidate Loan
1. Factual Pagckgrannd
On March 30, 2010, Buck loaned $100,000 to his Committee, and the Committee
disclosed the loan in its April 2010 Quarterly Repart, Schedule C.> The complaint alleges that
the source of the $100,000 was a $120,000 bank loan from Cache Bank based on collateral —a
townhouse ~ owned by Buck anc_i his wife Perry Buck. Although the complaint does not specify

s The Committee did not disclose the source of the loan in its report. On June 15, 2010, the Committee received an
RFAI foam RAD stating, that it nezdud to disalose the sumeme of thu camdidate’s $100,000 loan. The Cammittse filed
an amended April 2010 Quarterly Report on July 20, 2010, stating that the loan came from personal funds. We do
notneommendpursuingthunpomngwolauonbeuusextwasnotalLegedmﬂlecomplamt.ﬂleCommmee
corrected the probles in response to an RFAL, |
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how the loan in question violates the Act, it appears to allege that this transaction constituted an
excessive or prohibited contribution from Cache Bank to Buck and the Committee based on
Morgensen's status as a co-owner of the bank and because the alleged loan-to-collateral ratio
represents 71.5% of the assessed value ($167,852) of the townhouse. Complaint at 4.

The complaint also alleges that Perry Buck made an excessive contribution to Buck and
theComnﬁttecbeouusesheevm_shalfofthehousethatwasmedcollateral for the Cache Bank
lozn and, thesefane, half the lorm belongs to her i is either aa exwessive aontribation by her to
the Cammittoe or the use by Busk of funds to which he did not have legal title, See 11 C.F.R.

§§ 100.82(c), (e)(1)(i), 100.33.

Buck responds that he obtained the $100,000 he loaned his campaign from the sale of
stock he inherited from his mother and not from any jointly owned property. Buck Affidavit,

9 5. Perry Buck attests that she did not make excessive contributions, either as monetary
contributions or in the form of security for a loan. Perry Buck Affidavit, | 3. Morgensen, a
member of the board of Cache Bank and part owner, attests that he confirmed with bank
emplayees that the Joan fo Buck.in Decerber 2008 was made through normal procedures and

16

17

19

21

approved by the loan eommittee. Morgensen Affidavit, § 11.

The complaint did not attach any documents concerning the Cache Bank loan. Instead, it
attaches documents regarding ownenship of the townhouse and what appears to be a refinancing
loan obtained by the Bucks in November 2009. According to Morgensen, the Bucks obtained
the Cache Bank loan in 2008 for the purpose of buying out his brothers’ interest in the deceased |
mother’s home, though neither respondent knows for sure how the proceeds from the loan were
used. Hensel Phelps and Morgensen Response at 6. Respondents maintain that the Bucks repaid
the $120,000 loan it owed to Cache Bank in full in November 2009, when the loan was
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refinanced with another mortgage lender, AmTrust Bank, as reflected in the complaint

2  attachment. /d.
3 2, Analysis
4 The complainant alleges that Cache Bank was the source of the $100,000 that Buck
5 loaned to his Committee. Base(i on the available information, it appears that Complainant was
6 simply incorrzet about the source of the morney used to fursd Buck’s loan to his committee. As
7 discussed chnve, the Cache Bank Inen cited by Cnmplainant was imreland ta Buak’s candiducy
8 and repaid in full in November 2009. Further, Buck’s uncontroverted testimeny that the
9  $100,000 came from the sale of stock he owned adequately rebuts the complaint allegation.
10 Therefore, we recommend that the Commission find no reason to believe that Kenneth R.
11 Buck and Buck for Colorado and Kenneth Salazar, in his official capacity as treasurer, violated
12 2US.C. §§ 441b and 441a(f) by accepting a prohibited or excessive contribution from Cache
13 Bank and an excessive contribution from Perry Buck. We further recommend that the
14 Commission find no reason to believe that Cache Bank violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a or 441b by
1s_ making an excessive or prohibited corporate contribution and no reason to believe that Perry
16 Buck violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A) by making an excessive contribition, Finally,we ~~ = = =~~~
17  recommend that the Commissian close the fike in thir metter.
18 III. RECOMMENDATIONS
19 1. Find no reason to believe that Kenneth R. Buck violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(f) and
20 441b.
2] )
22 2. Find no reason to believe that Buck for Colorado and Kenneth Salazar, in his
23 official capacity as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(f) and 441b.
:; 3. Find no reason to believe that Perry Buck violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1XA).
2: 4, Find no reason to heliave that Jerry Morgensen violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1XA).
ig 5. Find no reason to believe that Hensel Phelps Construction violated 2 U.S.C.
30 §§ 441b and 441c.
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1
2 6. Find no reason to believe that Cache Bank and Trust violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a or
3 441b.
4
5 7. Find no reason to believe that Americans for Job Security violated 2 U.S.C.
6 § 441b
7
8 8. Find no reason to believe that Campaign for Liberty violated 2 U.S.C.
9 § 441b.
10
P 1 9. Find no reason to believe that Declaration Alliance violated 2 U.S.C.
N 12- § 4410,
il 13
S 14 10.  Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses.
~ 15
g 16 11.  Approve the appropriate letters.
j 17
ot 18 12.  Close the fie.
i 19

i -l-d00 %ﬁ&f«%/




